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8
MANAGING TODAY'S COMMUNITY COLLEGES
A New Era?
PAMELA L. EDDY

This chapter provides an historical perspective of the evolution of management within
community colleges. The social and financial context of the community college, as well
as the educational aims of these institutions, creates a distinct environment that influ
ences both the ways in which individuals manage and what issues are most salient for
institutional managers. Moreover, cultures of community colleges maintain fewer of the
traditions typical of universities. Programming that covers only two years of postsec
ondary education results in a shorter time on campus for students, providing students
with a limited window to advocate for change and ultimately creates weaker alumni ties.
Teaching staff consist predominantly of adjunct or temporary faculty members who
have no or limited focus on research and, as a collective, may not have a major influ
ence on campus management, in spite of the espoused practice of shared governance
(Kater & Levin, 2005). Campus administrative leaders are typically not scholars, nor do
they share a professional identity with faculty: rather they are managers who respond
to demands from the local community, boards of trustees, and state legislatures and
policy-makers. The context of the community college itself (Cohen & Brawer, 2008;
Levin, 2007)-employment status of its principal labor force, community orientation,
governed by state legislation, and comprised of diverse students-influences managerial
practices that range from bureaucratic operations to organizational effectiveness.
Initial ideals of management in community colleges formed around the concepts of
the institution as a bureaucratic organization (Levin, 1998; Twombly, 1995) that mir
rored the management forms of public schools from which a large proportion of com
munity colleges emerged (Brick, 1994). Over time, increased complexity of operations
due to expanded mission, demands for accountability, and shifts in faculty personnel
and unionization resulted in a different perspective of pressing management issues and
conceptions of effective processes (Peterson, 1997). By 2012, research on community col
lege management issues moved the focus to the role of unionization (Linville, Antony,
& Hayden, 2011), shifting faculty work (Cejda & Murray, 2010), development of mid
level leadership (Ebbers, Conover, & Samuels, 2010), and the effects of state oversight of
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the colleges (Ewell, 2011), thus altering the traditional conceptions of management and
leadership in the community college.
A topology of leadership eras serves as a template to consider for corresponding man
agement eras (Twombly, 1995). The four eras of leadership include: (1) The Early Years
of 1900s-1930s-Great Man Theory; (2) Independence 1940s-1950s; (3) Maturation
1960s-1970s; and (4) Resource Retrenchments and Stabilization 1980s-1990s. A fifth
era may be considered for the first decades of the 21st century, namely as leadership
in transition that requires multidimensional orientations (Eddy, 2010). The concepts of
leadership and management are interconnected, with Twombly's (1995) timeframes of
leadership eras complementary to eras of higher education management (Eells, 1931;
Kater & Levin, 2002; Koos, 1925; Myran, 1983; Ratcliff, 1994; Richardson, 1972; Rich
ardson, Bracco, Callan, & Finney, 1998). Table 8.1 provides a comparison between the
focus of leaders during the various eras relative to management issues that have affected
the operations of community colleges. As with any summary, the predominant focus of
the eras is presented while recognizing that the lines of demarcation between the peri
ods are not hard and fast. Thus, depending on the culture and context of a community
college, the type of management employed may not align precisely with the predomi
nant management practices currently in place.
Management does not occur in a vacuum, as there are other institutional conditions
that shape management and affect outcomes. For example, there are considerable dif
ferences in an organization dominated by a bureaucratic structure than in one where a
political arena is prevalent (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, & Riley, 1977). Employee-employer
relationships take on formal characteristics-rules, regulations, roles-in a bureaucratic
environment and illegitimate and conflict behaviors in a political one (Mintzberg, 1989).
Another perspective, a post-modern one, illuminates the influence of underlying
structures on management options and can offer new considerations of approaches
to management (Hatch & Cunliffe, 2006; Hickman, 2010). In particular, this per
spective allows for a critique of the underlying structures of community colleges that
shape actions. Central to post-modernism is the role of power (Foucault, 1982). Power
becomes manifested in the organizational structures and roles of institutions, as well as
in communication and the value placed on expertise and products. By recognizing the
sources of power within their institutions, managers can adjust dysfunctional or dele
terious operations, particularly those with imbalances in power, which typically are not
addressed when power remains unquestioned.
Table 8.1

Leadership eras and management eras in community colleges

Era

Management

Leadership

1900s-1930s

Great Man leadership-charismatic

Bureaucratic operations

1940s-1950s

Independence-hierarchical

Patriarchic

1960s-1970s

Maturation-building capacity, human
resources

Unionization-entrenchment of roles

1980s-1990s

Focus of resource constraints-strategic
planning

Shared governance

2000-present

Leadership in transition: multi-dimensional
leadership-framing change

Collaboration
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MANAGEMENT ERAS
Management practices shifted over time in reaction to changes in the community col
lege. During the establishment of the early junior colleges, the precursors of the commu
nity college, bureaucratic management was the prominent framework (Ratcliff, 1994).
Bureaucratic forms of management rely on a hierarchy, division of labor, and rules
and procedures (Weber, 1946). Emerging from this first management era was a shift
to paternalistic management (Maslow, 1943). The founding leaders of the community
colleges in the mid-20th century followed the pattern of the "great" leaders that built
the first junior colleges, exerting a patriarchal form of leadership and hence manage
ment of operations (Brick, 1994). Following this timeframe was the explosive growth of
community colleges in the 1960s and early 1970s. This management era is noted for the
increased presence of unionization on community college campuses (Hutcheson, 2002)
that resulted in a shift of management operations (Richardson, 1972). Instead of a single
manager dictating practices, unionized faculty began to assert their voice into manage
ment decisions (Chandler & Julius, 1985; Mortimer, 1978). In the 1980s and 1990s, the
stabilization of the community college sector and the shift to maintenance of programs
during times of fiscal exigency altered roles again. Forms of shared governance gained
momentum as a mechanism to address external challenges and to leverage the expertise
of the faculty and mid-level leadership (Myran, 1983; Wirth, 1991). Finally, the current
era marks a shift in management orientation from a strict top-down approach to collab
orative operations (Amey, Jessup-Anger, & Jessup-Anger, 2010). Collaborative manage
ment creates different roles for managers, faculty, and leaders (Hickman, 2010).

BUREAUCRATIC ERA-1900s-1930s
The establishment of U.S. community colleges occurred to address particular educa
tional needs and respond to social pressures (Harper, 1903; Ratcliff, 1994). Brick (1994)
identified four basic social and economic forces leading to the development of the junior
college: "(l) equality of opportunity, (2) use of education to achieve social mobility, (3)
technological progress, and (4) acceptance of the concept that education is the pro
ducer of social capital" (p. 44). On the one hand, the conception and practices of junior
colleges helped meet demands of four-year colleges to provide the first two years of a
general liberal arts program (The Changing Role, 2002/2003; Rudolf, 1990). What is
commonly considered the nation's first junior college, Joliet Community College, south
west of Chicago, developed in 1901 as a fifth- and sixth-year extension to the established
high school curriculum (Cohen & Brawer, 2008).
Yet, on the other hand, this frequently cited rationale for the establishment of the
junior college sector relies on a simplistic dependence on the prevalent leadership the
ory of the day that attributes educational changes to "great men" (Frye, 1992). A major
contributing factor in the establishment of junior colleges was the cultural context and
local community interactions that created the right environment for establishing this
type of college (Ratcliff, 1994). It is the confluence of educational reform efforts, local
needs, prevalent political trends, and a certain amount of serendipity that propelled the
larger movement of establishing junior colleges.
The utility of bureaucratic management rests on assumptions of rational behaviors
and predictability (Gergen, 1992). Yet, a constructivist analytical framework (Hatch &
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Cunliffe, 2006) suggests that the establishment and management of the junior college
occurred through didactic interactions among the press, community members, and
educational leaders (Frye, 1992; Ratcliff, 1994) that were not necessarily rational in prac
tice. The influence of the context and culture of each locale in which a college opened
underscores unique histories that are lost in generalizations about the era of formation
of community colleges.
The concurrent influences of the burgeoning high school organizational structure and
that of four-year colleges contributed to the organization and management of the first
junior colleges. Management practices during the early decades of the 1900s adopted
elements of classical management theory (Morgan, 2006). Defined roles placed decision
making firmly with top-level college leaders. As a result of the emergence of a central
ized workforce as a consequence of industrialization, classical theorists explained how
to increase operational efficiencies. Early theorists, such as Fayol, Mooney, and Urwick
(as cited in Morgan, 2006), viewed management as a linear process in which rational
planning would improve efficiencies. Typically, these theories contained a list of best
practices that relied on the chain of command, the division of work, and centraliza
tion of authority. The relatively small size of the early junior colleges made this form of
management easier to employ as low staff numbers meant simpler tracking and control
of employees. Rudolf (1990) identified a more distinct role for college presidents that
focused on leadership in contrast to the dual roles colonial presidents maintained in
which they were also college faculty. The move to a focus on college leadership vested
power in the position of the presidency.
The aftermath of World War I and the booming economy in the 1920s created more
rapid expansion of the junior college. Eells (1941) reported the opening of 100 junior col
leges between 1901 and 1920, whereas 450 were in operation by 1930 (Cohen & Brawer,
2008). Three states, however, captured 51% of enrollments, specifically California, Texas,
and Illinois. The roots of centralized management of the systems in these states, which
emerged more fully in the next era, led to structures that facilitated the establishment of
colleges in each state system (Yarrington, 1969). More colleges and greater population
bases accounted for the higher student numbers in colleges in these three states.

PATRIARCHIC ERA-1940s-1950s
A pivotal moment for community colleges occurred with the release of the report of
the President's Commission on Higher Education (1947) that suggested education for
students up to grade 14. Another key factor influencing community college develop
ment in this era was the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944 (commonly referred
to as the G.I. Bill). The combination of these two events provided the momentum that
expanded access to higher education for previously excluded populations of students.
The Commission report also planted the seeds for a name change from junior colleges to
community colleges (Vaughan, 1997) and with the open-access mission, symbolically,
these colleges became known as "democracy's college" (Diekhoff, 1950). The 1940s and
1950s set the stage and foundation for the growth period of community colleges in the
subsequent decades (Deegan, Tillery, & Associates, 1985).
Colleges became more established in communities as a result, with a growth rate of
57% occurring for public community colleges between 1940 and 1960 (Cohen & Brawer,
2008). The roots of bureaucratic operations shifted to a paternalistic management style
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in this era. Colleges conformed to management theory that focused on the needs of
human resources, with recognition of the need to help employees realize their poten
tial (Maslow, 1943). Organizational leaders were viewed as benevolent and protective
of employees, yet they did not share power. Instead, they retained control of decision
making and vision-setting for the college (Nevarez & Wood, 2010). The hierarchy main
tained its place in the organization, but employees were no longer viewed as mere cogs
in the operation.
During this era community colleges shifted in alignment from high school districts
to autonomy.
[I]n states where statutory provisions existed, except in a few states such as New
York, Texas, Mississippi, and California, two-year colleges were legally a part of
the public school system as an extension of the high school. One-half had enroll
ments of under 300 headcount students. (Young, 2002, p. 560)
Community college autonomy and alliance with higher education meant that managers
were no longer tethered to the forms of operation utilized at public schools. Further
more, the increasing size of the institutions meant a change in scale for management,
ultimately adding layers to the organizational chart and affecting forms of communica
tion within the colleges and more importantly with newly formed state organizations.
Not only did federal legislation support the need for educational opportunities in
local communities (President's Commission on Higher Education, 1947) but also state
legislation established an organizational structure for community colleges as separate
from public school systems. Legislation also provided opportunities for financial sup
port through taxation (Young, 1951) and financing and managing the financing of com
munity colleges became more central institutional issues.

UNIONIZATION-1960s-1970s
The issue of unionization became prominent on community college campuses begin
ning in the 1960s as campus faculty flexed their organizing strength. Issues driving
unionization efforts included "faculty fear of administration policies, the need for rec
ognition, the size and complexity of the school organization, and job security" (Nelson,
1974, p. 1). Unions in academic settings are situated in a markedly different context rela
tive to industry unions due to the overlapping interests of faculty members and college
administrators (Chandler & Julius, 1985).
The fast pace of growth in the community college sector during this era meant that
leadership operated with more authoritarian style in order to make decisions rapidly
(Chandler & Julius, 1985). Management, in turn, was highly reactive to demands made
of it by leaders and state administers (Dill, 198 4; Richardson, 1972). Yet, a push back
against this directive style of management began as unions and faculty started to advo
cate a participatory form of governance involving representatives from administra
tion, faculty, and students (Richardson, 1972). During this era, the expansion of unions
contributed to managerial behaviors. Among the first community college to unionize
was Milwaukee Technical Institute (Hutcheson, 2002). By 1974, of the 212 authorized
bargaining agents, 150 were located on community college campuses (Nelson, 1974).
A decade later, 35% of all community college faculty members across the country were
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in a union (Chandler & Julius, 1985) and by 2005, 43% of community college full-time
faculty worked on unionized campuses (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). The bulk of unionized
community college faculty (60%) work in one of five states: California, Illinois, Wash
ington, New York, and Michigan (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). California and Illinois repre
sent states with the longest, most substantive history with community colleges and also
represent states with early state systems of community colleges (Bender, 1975).
Unionization did not occur uniformly across the country, and the prominence of fac
ulty unions in particular states underscores the influence of regional influences. Where
prevalent, the onset of collective bargaining at community colleges changed manage
ment from a format of paternalistic oversight to negotiation among parties (Ernst, 1975;
Lombardi, 1979; Marsee, 1981). Power often shifted in these negotiations, with some
research noting how power collected in top leadership positions (Moore, 1981); other
research concluding that more power was vested with faculty (Chandler & Julius, 1985);
and still others pointing to the power of middle management (Marsee, 1981). These
different perspectives highlight that organizational complexity and context matter in
governance and management. Here, a political model underscores the role of negotia
tion among coalitions and highlights how power may collect in any number of locations
based on the union contract and internal organizational context (Baldridge et al., 1977).
Ultimately, both the rhetoric and presence of unionization and discussion and codifi
cation of roles and responsibilities opened the way for conversations regarding shared
governance.
Against this backdrop of unionizing efforts on community college campuses, two
seminal works on management were published: Mintzberg's (1979) research on patterns
in managerial work and Peterson's (1974) review of research regarding the organization
and management of higher education. Mintzberg's (1979) work, while not focused upon
higher education, provided a means for analyzing the type of management in practice,
with his five prototypes ranging from a simple bureaucracy to a professional bureau
cracy to adhocracy. Peterson's (1974) review of research found that even though there
was an increase in research on organizational issues, the theoretical models were lim
ited, much of the research merely reported descriptive statistics or provided exploratory
case studies, and there was not a ready conduit regarding scholarship from different
disciplines.
Investigation into the nature of administrative behaviors in higher education (Dill,
1984) concluded that managers spend a great deal of time reacting to issues and rely
heavily on verbal skills in interactions with others. Interpersonal skills were noted as
critical to the motivation of others. Yet, a reliance on hierarchy in making decisions
indicated that bureaucratic management practices continued to exert a stronghold over
college operations.
A dilemma for academic administrators was the inability to clearly separate pro
fession-related behavior from the activities of teaching and administration. Given that
mid-level leaders at community colleges can and sometimes do have teaching duties,
this separation is made more difficult. Dill (1984) concluded that: (1) informal influence
and use of networks were important parts of academic administration; (2) academic
management was highly intuitive, with less use of data to inform decision-making; and
(3) the disciplinary background of the individual influenced the approach a manager
took to practice. Community college managers of this era arose largely from the teach
ing ranks, which could mean K-12 experiences as well. An implication of this orienta-
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tion to management was a reliance on structure and rules in guiding decision-making
(Morgan, 2006).
In the 1960s, community colleges expanded rapidly with a new college opening its
doors every two weeks. There were 405 public community colleges in 1960, but by 1980
this number had grown to 1,049 (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). This era expanded the practice
of more state control over community colleges (Bender, 1975). Wattenbarger and Bender
(1972) advocated for more interaction between individual colleges and state agencies
to jointly address issues for community college education. The addition of state-con
trolling structures meant that local management issues had to take into consideration
a check and balance from the overarching state-controlling agency. This level of power
over local decision-making created sources of conflict when local goals and aspirations
did not match state objectives (Bender, 1976; Morgan, 2006; Richardson, 1972).
Federal legislation also led to changes occurring on community college campuses.
The Vocational Education Act of 1963 and the Higher Education Act of 1965 helped to
expand the occupational mission of community colleges and opened access to a wider
swathe of students. Increased size of operations meant that managers were pushed to
address employee issues as well as state and federal requirements dictated by the new
legislation. Managerial roles became more complex (Bender, 1975; Richardson, 1972).
The high rate of growth and expansion of community colleges in this timeframe
also meant that campuses were involved in establishing facilities of operation. Bender
(1977) suggested the evolution of three prototypes of community colleges: the tradi
tional campus-oriented college, the community college without walls, and the contract
community college. The evolution of multiple models of community college orientation
underscores the attempts by community colleges to meet a wide variety of community
needs. Yet, each of these models of operations involves a different focus for management.
The sheer growth of the community college enterprise meant that leaders were
younger and had less experience than in the past (Vaughan, 2006). Often, public schools
provided many of the founding leaders as community colleges continued to separate
themselves from their public education roots. Emerging university programs began to
focus attention on training needs for management and leadership (Young, 2002). The
structures established under union contracts or due to new campus openings created
frameworks of operation that often went unquestioned. In some cases, union contracts
articulated broad faculty roles and levels of participation (Chandler & Julius, 1985),
whereas in other instances leadership retained authority in most decision-making
(Moore, 1981). How campus members made sense (Weick, 1995) of roles and the deci
sion-making process and how leaders framed (Fairhurst & Sarr, 1996) the context of
campus plans set the stage for who held power and sway on campus (Foucault, 1982).

SHARED GOVERNANCE-1980s-1990s
The environment of higher education in the decades preceding the millennium was
marked with resource constraints, shifting needs by employers of graduates, and less
mobility of faculty (Twombly, 1995). The stage was set for a shift from top-down man
agement to notions of shared governance. In this era, shared governance underscored
the need for managers and faculty to work together to address institutional problems.
Central to this conversation, however, is the use of language (Scott, 1992) and mean
ing ascribed to the concept of shared governance. On the one hand, shared governance
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involves investment in joint decision-making and representation of voices of staff and
faculty in designing direction of the college (Kater & Levin, 2005). On the other hand,
sharing in the creation of a vision and strategy for the college allows not only for the
participation of campus members, but also for the sharing of authority (Baker & Asso
ciates, 1995; Roueche, 1995). According to Alfred and Carter (1993), successful colleges
focused leadership on accountability, involvement, and integration over controlling
management practices.
Two significant organizational theories became prominent during this period. Insti
tutional theory (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) points to the ways that institutions compete
for resources, prestige, and legitimacy. Underlying this competition are pressures of
conformity, referred to as coercive, normative, and mimetic isomorphism (DiMaggio &
Powell, 1983). These pressures include institutional rules and regulations as well as cul
tural expectations leading to norms and aspirational goals to mimic more prestigious
institutions. Resource dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salanick, 1978), in some contrast,
focuses more narrowly on the power associated with control of resources, given that
institutions such as community colleges are highly dependent upon resources, particu
larly public resources, for their functioning.
Shared governance occurred against a backdrop of unionization on campus, mak
ing the type of decision-making bounded by the ways in which the union contracts
were implemented (Bender, 1975; Chandler & Julius, 1985). The coercive institutional
pressures (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) created by roles dictated by union contracts influ
enced shared governance, with individual faculty losing agency in their roles as campus
participants. Faculty passivity enabled authority for decision-making to be more firmly
vested in chief executive officers, whether presidents or chancellors (Lucey, 2002). As
well, external standards such as state control over funding the institutions contributed
to a managerial culture (Levin, 2001).
The last decades of the 20th century were marked again with resource constraints in
higher education. As a result, strategic planning strategies borrowed from business were
now employed in college settings (Keller, 1983; Leslie & Fretwell, 1996). Myron (1983)
advocated for a strategic planning approach for community colleges, noting the need
to manage relationships within the community and state governance structures. The
change here involved building relationships and framing the issues that were challeng
ing community colleges.
The rhetoric of shared governance also bore witness to an increase in attention to
faculty and administrator development (Sorcinelli, Austin, Eddy, & Beach, 2006). The
development of employees extends the human resource approach to management and
aids in group participation in and acceptance of shared governance systems (Bolman &
Deal, 2008). Yet, faculty efforts to participate in shared governance was not an assurance
that they would be rewarded for their views; as well, the efficiency of the outcomes of
shared governance was questioned (Gilmour, 1991).

COLLABORATION: 2000-PRESENT
As with previous eras, the current century finds community colleges facing a restric
tive fiscal environment at the same time that demand for services is on the increase
(Boggs, 2004). Shifts in student demographics, combined with a focus on access, push
the boundaries of what can be accomplished. As a result, community colleges placed
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caps or restrictions on enrollment numbers (Boggs, 2004; Phillippe & Mullin, 2011); as
well, colleges eliminated programs of study. Although these constraints on community
colleges are reminiscent of previous periods of exigency (Twombly, 1995), the national
pressures on community colleges to produce more graduates were considerable (Obama,
2009) and community colleges were viewed increasingly as inexpensive alternatives to
expensive four-year institutions (Phillippe & Sullivan, 2006).
The multiple demands on community colleges required leaders to rely more on
mid-level managers for support (Ebbers et al., 2010). Yet, Fugazzotto (2009) argues
that middle-level managers are underutilized in helping institutions develop strategies
for improvements. Others have noted that faculty have lost authority as a result of the
empowering of managers through union contracts (Rhoades, 1998); and others have
lamented the loss of control that community college faculty have over the educational
direction of their institutions (Levin, 2007).
Discussions of distributed or collaborative leadership are rooted in assumptions
of who holds power and controls resources, and thus decision-making processes. The
rhetoric and promotion of collaborative forms of leadership (Hickman, 2010) create
implications for managers regarding their views of roles and responsibilities within
the institution. A central component of this form of leadership includes relationship
building (Wood & Gray, 1991) and communication strategies (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
The benefit of creating collaboration in institutions ensures that campus members
make localized decisions and contribute to overall planning efforts. Sharing leadership
requires trust and transparency of information (Harris, 1995). Research on three sites
that use collective leadership (Denis, Lamothe, & Langley, 2001) showed that planned
change occurred when the various levels of leadership were connected, but also noted
that fragile leadership constellations made sustainability questionable.
Currently, issues facing managers include dealing with multiple demands and orga
nizational oversight that require different managerial approaches. The shift to collabor
ative decision-making requires agreement on decision-making as well as the recrafting
of traditional managerial roles to include different institutional responsibilities. How
ever, the traditional reliance on leader-centered organizations impedes progress due to
resistance for sharing authority, largely as a result of lack of trust in, and disregard for
the capabilities of, followers (Yuki, 2006). Indeed, California's attempt in 1988 to leg
islate shared governance did not assure the creation of collegiality, rather the mandate
highlighted the political nature of the process and showed that institutional location
and culture influenced how governance operated (White, 1998).

CONCLUSIONS
As community colleges grew in both number and size over the last century, they became
more complex organizations. Management practices, based upon theories-in-use,
adapted to the complexity of the organization, as well as to environmental conditions,
such as unionization and state coordination. Of particular note, the role of managers
changed in line with both contemporary management practices and societal norms.
For example, there was diminution of the role of presidents as authoritarian managers.
Currently, there are several significant pressures on the institution that affect the
management of community colleges, most prominently due to state financing trends,
which include budget constraints. The decline in f uncling, coupled with the historically
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low funding levels for community colleges (National Center for Education Statistics,
2007), serves as a context that requires a markedly different approach to management.
Compared to previous periods of financial strain there are low levels of state and local
support that have not improved or rebounded to previous levels and to the increased
student and public demands for community college response.
Resource dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) points out that power ema
nates from the control of institutional resources. College tuition and state funding are
the core resources for community colleges (Romano, in press). The lack of manage
ment control over these sources of funds creates a constrained context for operations
and requires new thinking to move beyond traditional modes of managing. There is
little evidence to suggest that funding from the state will increase; colleges' willingness
or ability to increase tuition is limited; and faculty members are not poised to obtain
external funding. Although there are calls for community colleges to become entrepre
neurial (Roueche & Jones, 2005), the effects of these recommendations have yet to be
investigated, and it is unclear the extent to which colleges have followed this path. There
is recognition both among scholars and practitioners that the financial environment for
community colleges is considerably different than it was in the 20th century.
Management now requires planning to address numerous external demands,
including increasing college completion (Achieving the Dream, 2011; Virginia Higher
Education Act, 2011), dealing with a changing faculty base (McCormack, 2008), and
meeting compliance requirements emanating from state and federal policy-makers. As
noted, management occurs within a particular institutional culture, making it critical
for managers to have heightened competency to negotiate among competing players
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) and to communicate goals and objectives clearly (Fairhurst
& Sarr, 1996).
A major area of management involves oversight of faculty work. The trend toward
considering education as a commodity versus a public good (Marginson, 2007) alters
how faculty look at their work on campus (Levin, 2007). This market-driven perspective
gives less power and influence in internal decision-making processes to faculty. With
this shift in power relationships, there are different demands on managers.
An approach to address the current conditions of fiscal constraint and altered power
relationships builds on using more collaboration and focuses on organizational learn
ing, all in a context of adaptive change. In this scenario, those in management take on
leadership roles and greater responsibilities, but at the same time encourage collabo
ration. Thus, relationships become more central to operations (Beatty & Brew, 2004).
Hickman (2010) posits that change in times of chaos and complexity requires collec
tive leadership because this form of leadership creates the adaptive space required for
change (Heifetz, 1994). Managers are linchpins in collective leadership as they sit at the
nexus of positions between staff and leadership and move most freely between multiple
levels of the organization.
Successful managers have the potential to become facilitators and relationship build
ers as organizations move toward more collaborative forms of operation, calling on the
talents of the full range of employees within the college (Peterson, 1997). A movement
to collaborative leadership (Denis et al., 2001; Hickman, 2010) shifts roles and expecta
tions of managers and conceptions of management in community colleges. This form
of adaptive change requires a break from past practice, including the questioning of
the power basis behind organizational decision-making. The demands and complexity
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of community colleges require that practitioners ask different questions and organize
institutions in new ways.
This approach of the questioning of underlying assumptions and structures should
be employed by scholars as well. Research on community colleges is more limited than
,
four-year colleges and universities and often takes the form of "show-and-tell , types
of articles that showcase best practices on campus. Community college scholars need
to focus on critiques of underlying causes that contribute to organizational outcomes
and recognize the sources of power and control. Practitioners could then address these
issues and achieve greater change.
Yet, the historical roots of bureaucratic management in community colleges create
a strong legacy and entrenched perspective on operations. In spite of the rhetoric of
changes in practice over time toward shared governance and collaboration, the notion
of top-down management continues to maintain a strong foothold in community col
leges. Change will occur when accepted practice is questioned, assumptions brought
to light and deconstructed, and power shared in more levels of the organization. The
changing of the guard of many long-serving college presidents and chief academic offi
cers provides an opportunity to recast the management of community colleges (McNair,
Duree, & Ebbers, 2011). On the one hand, an optimistic perspective is that new blood
in the leadership and management ranks will bring about change. On the other hand,
a look through the various management eras indicates that in spite of changes in man
agement practices, power remains firmly rooted in top-level leaders. The current crisis
in higher education, however, may provide just the motivation to break away from old
management patterns, suggesting that there may indeed be a new era for community
colleges.

QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION
1.
2.
3.
4.

What theories of power and politics apply to community college leadership?
What components of power behaviors contribute to organizational outcomes?
How is adaptive change related to theories of power?
In what ways has unionization affected community college management?

REFERENCES
Achieving the Dream. (2011). Retrieved from http://www.achievingthedream.org
Alfred, R. L., & Carter, P. (1993). Rethinking the business of management. In R. L. Alfred & P. N. Carter (Eds.),
Changing managerial imperatives. New Directions for Community Colleges, no. 84 (pp. 7-19). San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.
Amey, M. J., Jessup-Anger, E., & Jessup-Anger, J. (2010). Community college governance: W hat matters and
why? In R. C. Cloud & S. T. Kater (Eds.), Community college governance. New Directions for Community Col
leges, no. 141 (pp. 5-14). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Baker, G., & Associates. (1995). Team buildingfor quality: Transitions in the American community college. Wash
ington, DC: American Association of Community Colleges.
Baldridge, J. V., Curtis, D. V., Ecker, G. P, & Riley, G. L. (1977). Alternative models of governance in higher
education. In G. L. Riley & J. V. Baldridge (Eds.), Governing academic organizations (pp. 2-25). Berkeley,
CA: McCutchan.
Beatty, B. R., & Brew, C. R. (2004). Trusting relationships and emotional epistemologies: A foundational leader
ship issue. School Leadership and Management, 24(3), 329-356.
Bender, L. W. (1975). The states, communities, and control of the community college: Issues and recommendations.
Alexandria, VA: AACJC Publications.

132 • Pamela L. Eddy
Bender, L.W. (1976). Forces which damage constructive relationships from the two-year college system perspective.
Denver, CO: State Higher Education Executive Officers Association.
Bender, L.W. (1977). A third-version of the community college: The contract college. An analysis for state planners.
Denver, CO: State Higher Education Executive Officers Association.
Boggs, G. (2004). Community colleges in a perfect storm. Change Magazine, 36(6), 6-11.
Bolman, L. G., & Deal, T. E. (2008). Reframing organizations: Artistry, choice, and leadership (4th ed.). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Brick, M. (1994). From forum and focus for the junior college movement. In J. L. Ratliff, S. Schwarz, & L. H.
Ebbers (Eds.), Community colleges: ASHE reader series (2nd ed.) (pp. 43-56). Boston, MA:Pearson.
Cejda, B. D., & Murray, J.P. (Eds.). (2010). Hiring the next generation of faculty. New Directions for Community
Colleges, no. 152 (pp. 1-92). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Chandler, M. K., & Julius, D. J. (1985). A study of governance in the unionized two-year institution. Eric Docu
ment ED266821.
Cohen, A. M., & Brawer, F. B. (2008). The American community college (5th ed.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Deegan, W., Tillery, D., & Associates. (Eds.). (1985). Renewing the American community college. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.
Denis, J., Lamothe, L., & Langley, A. (2001). The dynamics of collective leadership and strategic change in plu
ralistic organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 44, 809-837.
Diekhotf, J. (1950). Democracy's college: Higher education in the local community. New York, NY: Harper and
BrotherPublishers.
Dill, D. D. (1984). The nature of administrative behavior in higher education. Educational Administrative Quar
terly, 20(3), 69-99.
DiMaggio,P. J., &Powell,W.W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and collective ratio
nality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review, 48, 147-160.
Ebbers, L., Conover, K. S., & Samuels, A. (2010). Leading from the middle: Preparing leaders for new roles. New
Directions for Community Colleges, no. 149 (pp. 59-64). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Eddy, P. L. (2010). Community college leadership: A multidimensional model for leading change. Sterling, VA:
StylusPublishing, LLC.
Eells, W. C. (19.31). The junior college. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin.
Eells, W. C. (1941). Present status of terminal education. Washington, DC: American Association of Junior
Colleges.
Ernst, R. J. (Ed.). ( 1975). Adjusting to collective bargaining. New Directions for Community Colleges, no. 11 (pp.
1-105). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Ewell, P. T. (2011), Accountability and institutional effectiveness in the community college. New Directions for
Community Colleges, no. 153 (pp. 23-36). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Fairhurst, G. T., & Sarr, R. A. (1996). The art of framing: Managing the language of leadership. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.
Foucault, M. (1982). The subject and power. In H. Dreyfus &P.Rabinow (Eds.), Michel Foucault: Beyond struc
turalism and hermeneutics (pp. 208-226). Chicago, IL: Chicago University Press.
Frye, J. H. (1992). The vision of the public junior college, 1900-1940: Professional goals and popular aspira
tions. Contributions to the study of education, no. 51. Westport, CT: GreenwoodPublishing Group, Inc.
Fugazzotto, S. J. (2009). College and university middle management and institutional strategy. College &
University, 85(1), 34-39, 41-43.
Gergen, K. (1992). Organizational theory in the postmodern era. In M. Reed & M. Hughes (Eds.), Rethinking
organization: New directions in organization theory and analysis (pp. 207-226). NewburyPark, CA: Sage.
Gilmour, J., Jr. (1991). Participative governance bodies in higher education: Report of a national study. New
Directions for Higher Education, no. 75 (pp. 27-39). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Harper, W.R. (1903). President's annual report, University of Chicago, July 1902. Chicago, IL: University of Chi
cago DecennialPublications of the University.
Harris, Z. M. (1995, April). Leadership for creating community within institutions. Paper presented at the annual
convention of the American Association of Community Colleges, Minneapolis, MN.
Hatch, M. J., & Cunliffe, A. (2006). Organizational theory: Modern, symbolic, and postmodern perspectives. New
York, NY: OxfordPress.
Heifetz,R. A. (1994). Leadership without easy answers. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Hickman, G. R. (2010). Leading change in multiple contexts: Concepts and practices in organizational, commu
nity, political, social, and global change settings. 'Thousand Oaks, CA: SagePublications.
Higher Education Act. {1965).Pub. L. No. 89-329.
Hutcheson, P. (2002). Faculty unions. In J. J. F. Forest & K. Kinser (Eds.), Higher education in the United States:
An encyclopedia (pp. 235-237). Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO, Inc.

Managing T?day's Community Colleges • 133
Kater, S., & Levin, J. S. (2002, April). Shared governance in community colleges in a global economy. Paper pre
sented at the Annual Meeting for the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans.
Kater, S., & Levin, J. S. (2005). Shared governance in the community college. Community College Journal of
Research & Practice, 29, 1-23.
Keller, G. (1983). Academic strategy: The management revolution in higher education. Baltimore, MD: The Johns
Hopkins University Press.
Kezar, A. J., & Lester, J. (2009). Organizing higher education for collaboration: A guide for leaders. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.
Koos, L. V. (1925). The junior-college movement. New York, NY: Ginn and Company.
Leslie, D. W., & Fretwell, E. K., Jr. (1996). Wise moves in hard times: Creating and managing resilient colleges and
universities. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Levin, J. S. (1998). Making sense of organizational change. In J. S. Levin (Ed.), Leadership in an era of change.
New Directions for Community Colleges, no. 102 (pp. 43-54). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Levin, J. S. (2001). Public policy, community colleges, and the path to globalization. Higher Education, 42(2),
237-262.
Levin, J. S. (2007). Globalizing higher education: Neo-liberal policies and faculty work. In J. Smart & W. Tierney
(Eds.), Handbook o_(higher education, 22 (pp. 451-496). Norwell, MA: Kluwer Academic Publishers.
Linville, J., Antony, J. S., & Hayden, R. (2011). Unionization and perceived control among community college
faculty. Community College Journal o_(Research and Practice, 35(4), 330-351.
Lombardi, J. (1979). Changing administrative relations under collective bargaining. Junior college resource review.
Los Angeles, CA: ERIC Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges.
Lucey, C. A. (2002). Civic engagement, shared governance, and community colleges. Academe, 88(4), 27-31.
Marginson, S. (2007). The public/private divide in higher education: A global revision. Higher Education: I7ze
International Journal of Higher Education and Educational Planning, 53(3), 307-333.
Marsee, S. E. (1981). Managers have rights, too. Commwzity and Junior College Journal, 51(7), 35-17.
Maslow, A.H. (1943). A theory of motivation. Psychological Review, 50(4), 370-396.
McCormack, E. (2008). Community colleges hope to keep aging professors in the classroom. Chronicle o_(Higher
Education, 54(40), Al4.
McNair, D. E., Duree, C. A., & Ebbers, L. (2011). If I knew then what I know now: Using the leadership com
petencies developed by the American Association of Community Colleges to prepare community college
presidents. Community College Review, 39(1), 3-25.
Mintzberg, H. (1979). The structuring of organizations. New York, NY: PrenticeHall.
Mintzberg, H. (1989). Mintzberg on management: Inside our strange world o_(organizations. New York, NY: The
Free Press.
Moore, A. J. (1981, February). Collective bargaining in higher education: Its impact upon leadership styles, qual
ity faculty and programs. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Association of Colleges
for Teacher Education, Detroit, MI.
Morgan, G. (2006). Images of organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Mortimer, K. P. (1978, May). A survey of American experience with faculty collective bargaining. Paper presented
at the International Intervisitational Program in Educational Administration, Vancouver, BC.
Myron, G. A. (Ed.). (1983). Strategic management in the community college. New Directions for Community
Colleges, no. 44 (pp. 7-20). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
National Center for Education Statistics. (2007). Digest of Education Statistics: 2007 (NCES No. 2008-022).
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.
Nelson,H.H. (1974). Faculty collective bargaining. Unpublished report. Fort Lauderdale, FL: Nova University.
Nevarez, C., & Wood, J. L. (2010). Community college leadership: Theory, practice, and change. New York, NY:
Peter Lang Publishing, Inc.
Obama, B. (2009). The American graduation initiative. Washington, DC: The WhiteHouse.
Peterson, M. W. (1974). Organization and administration in higher education: Sociological and socio
psychological perspectives. In F. N. Kerlinger & J. B. Carroll (Eds.), Review of research in education (pp.
296-347). Itasca, IL: F. E. Peacock.
Peterson, M. W. (1997). Using contextual planning to transform institutions. In M. Peterson, D. Dill, L. A. Mets,
& Associates (Eds.), Planning and management for a changing environment (pp. 127-157). San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.
Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. (1978). The external control of organizations: A resource dependence perspective.
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
Phillippe, K., & Mullin, C. (2011). Community college estimated growth: Fall 2010. Washington, DC: American
Association of Community Colleges.

134 • Pamela L. Eddy
Phillippe, K. A., & Sullivan, L. G. (2006). National pro.file of community colleges: Trends & statistics. Washington,
DC: American Association of Community Colleges.
President's Commission on Higher Education. (1947). Higher education for American democracy. Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.
Ratcliff, J. L. (1994). "First" public junior colleges in an age of reform. In J. L. Ratcliff, S. Schwarz, & L. H.
Ebbers (Eds.), Community colleges: ASHE reader series. Needham Heights, MA: Simon & Schuster Custom
Publishing.
Rhoades, G. (1998). Managed professionals: Unionized faculty and restructuring academic labor. Albany, NY:
State University of New York Press.
Richardson, R. C. (Ed.). (1972). Governance for the two-year college. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Richardson, R. C., Bracco, K. R., Callan, P. M., & Finney, J. E. (1998). Higher education governance: Balancing
institutional and market influences. San Jose, CA: National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education.
Romano, R. (in press). Looking behind community college budgets for future policy considerations. Community
College Review.
Roueche, J. E. (1995). The company we keep: Collaboration in the community college. Washington, DC: American
Association of Community Colleges.
Roueche, J. E., & Jones, B. R. (Eds.). (2005). The entrepreneurial community college. Washington, DC: The Amer
ican Association of Community Colleges.
Rudolf, F. (1990). The American college and university: A history. New York, NY: A. Knopf.
Scott, W. R. (I 992). Organizations: Rational, natural and open systems (3rd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall.
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944. P.L. 78-346, 58.
Sorcinelli, M. D., Austin, A. E., Eddy, P. L., & Beach, A. L. (2006). Creating the future of faculty development:
Learning from the past, understanding the present. Bolton, MA: Anker Press.
The changing role of the community college. (2002/2003, Winter). Occupational Outlook Quarterly, 46(4), 14-21.
Twombly, S. B. (1995). Gendered images of community college leadership: What messages they send. New Direc
tions for Community Colleges, no. 89 (pp. 67-77). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Vaughan, G. B. (I 997). The community college's mission and milieu: Institutionalizing community-based pro
gramming. In E. J. Boone &Associates (Eds.), Community leadership through community-based program
ming (pp. 11-58). Washington, DC: Community College Press.
Vaughan, G. B. (2006). The community college story (3rd ed.). Washington, DC: The American Association of
Community Colleges.
Virginia Higher Education Act. (2011). §§ 23-38.87:10 (CHAP0869).
Wattenbarger, J. L., & Bender, L. W. (1972). Challenge ahead: State-level control. Junior College Journal, 42(9),
17-20.
Weber, M. (1946). From Max Weber: Essays in sociology. Edited and translated by H. H. Gerth and C. Wright
Mills. London: Oxford University Press.
Weick, K. E. (1995). Sensemaking in organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Weisman, I. M., & Vaughan, G. B. (2007). The community college presidency 2006. Washington, DC: Community
College Press.
White, K. (1998). Shared governance in California. In J. S. Levin (Ed.), Organizational changein the community
college: A ripple or a sea change? New Directions for Community Colleges, no.102 (pp. 19-29). San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.
Wirth, P. L. (1991). Shared governance: Promises and perils. Mary ville, CA: Yuba Community College District.
Wood, D. J., & Gray, B. (1991). Toward a comprehensive theory of collaboration. Journal of Applied Behavioral
Science, 27(2), 139-162.
Yarrington, R. (1969). Junior colleges: 50 states/SO years. Washington, DC: American Association of Junior
Colleges.
Young, R. J. (1951). An analysis and evaluation of general legislation pertaining to the public junior college.
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation.) University of Colorado at Boulder, CO.
Young, R. J. (2002). From persuasion to accommodation in public two-year college development. Community
College Journal of Research and Practice, 26(7-8), 559-572.
Yuki, G. A. (2006). Leadership in organizations (6th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

